The question is an obvious one, given Shakespeares identity as a tool of enculturation in Englands colonial enterprise and as a symbol of elite intellectualism, the latter thanks to the mysticism with which we all too often approach the teaching of his work in our schools. There is a kind of tacit agreement that to acquire Shakespeare, even a schoolbook smattering of him, is somehow to arrive in at least the outer halls of literary respectability. Shakespeare, complete with obfuscating Arden editions and the astonishing hype of centuries of bardolatry orchestrated from outside, comes loaded with enormous mystique and status, which automatically transfer to his possessor.
embodied in Shakespeares plays and audiences, and West Indian popular culture, with which it shares a history; and second, to demonstrate that far from representing an alien culture, Shakespeares play texts have a great deal in common with West Indian (post) modernity and West Indian modes of representation, and this in part because of the commonalities of history to which I allude above.
On the basis of this second point, as well as on the basis of a historicist approach to reading, I argue for a rethinking of our approach to the teaching of Shakespeares plays in West Indian schools. I suggest an approach based on a concept of translation, in which translation encompasses not just the (para)/linguistic but, more importantly, the cultural aspects of reception/interpretation. Such an approach bridges the artificial aspects of the gaps between receiver in the present and text from the past, and it provides the plays with the generic requirement of which in our teaching they have been too often deprived audiences instead of readers. It is partly as we begin to invoke the image of the audience that we not only become audiences ourselves but also begin to understand Shakespeares connection with popular culture.
This other Shakespeare that I see as having links with West Indian popular culture is neither the creature of a symbolic statement nor a mere argument but a factual reality of West Indian cultural practice, with roots in the colonys beginnings.
If the question What has Shakespeare to do with popular culture? is obvious, so too are its answers. Loomba and Orkin point to documents that show ships crews on their way to New World colonies being inducted into Shakespeare by way of performances of Hamlet on board, this in an attempt to diffuse and contain energies that might otherwise be expressed in mutiny and rebellion. 5 It is entirely likely that even if the specific instances cited by Loomba and Orkin were isolated ones, members of ships crews (not to mention captains and passengers) generally had some acquaintance with Shakespeare. Ships crews were often part of the ranks of poor whites with whom the slaves rubbed shoulders during the early stages of British colonization. Sylvia Wynter suggests that the contact of those early years saw the most dynamic aspect of the merging of African and European folk forms, a preliminary stage in the creation of the new indigenous culture of the West Indies. In Fayer and McMurrays words, it is a living example of a syncretic artefact. 10 Recitations from Shakespeare plays often formed the substance of the self-aggrandizing speech making of tea meetings and the Actor Boy tradition in Jamaica.
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Errol Hill suggests that the Jamaican slaves probably picked up speeches and lines as they sat in the balconies of theatres awaiting their masters and mistresses whom they had to transport home after performances.
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As Richardson Wrights Revels in Jamaica 16821838 indicates, nineteenth-century Jamaica boasted a thriving theatre which often included Shakespeare either in its own repertoire or by courtesy of visiting troupes from America. 13 In all of this, it is useful not to forget that via the King James version of the Bible, Shakespeares language was possibly more familiar to the churchgoing slave and later the emancipated folk population than it is to the educated classes in present-day West That is, if they are universal at all, they are universal only in terms of their relevance to the particular types of societies that emerged in and through the West after 1500
and whose conditions were already indicated in the currents set in train by the Renaissance. It is no accident that that period is also referred to as the early modern period. Shakespeares genius, then, is mediated and produced by historical factors (as opposed to the ontometaphysical explanation implicit in universalist theories).
I want to suggest that the dramatic text exists in a unique way on the cusp of a political contention of voices and representations. This is because of the kinds of stakeholders and possible sites of meaning that are brought to dramatic production.
(Of course, I am not denying the polyphony inherent in representation generally, but simply reflecting on its specifics in the context of the drama.) For one thing, the text is constructed upon the competition of voices, for it does not rest upon narrative as a third or single person speaking. Each character speaks, rather than being merely narrated, and so has the power to displace and problematize other voices in the moment of its utterance. Also, the text carries in its body the competition of yet other voices, whose liminal presence allows its entry into the future. These other voices are those that inhabit the acts, materials, spaces and personnel of dramatic production, all of which in the moment of enactment bring their own compliant or subversive utterance to the text.
The polyphony of the dramatic text is extended by the fact that it finds its ideal enactment upon and within bodies. In the staged performance we are confronted with the bodys subversiveness as sign and signifier, its capacity to perplex and multiply perplexity, the disruptive implications of its habitation of dual space. By habitation of dual space I mean it is both the body of somebody we know or potentially know (the actor) and the instrumentation of character and idea in another reality the reality of the plays world, which is yet coterminous with the audiences world is present with it in the theatre. This was the context in which Shakespeare had to negotiate a space for his plays.
The vast bulk of his audience consisted of the commoners described above: displaced women, upwardly mobile women, apprentices full of youth and passion, masterless men, nouveau riche, tradesmen, the arriving and the dissatisfied, and many illiterate and semiliterate. It was an explosive audience, experienced in the ways of both open riot and masqueraded dissent, fully aware that their and the establishments interests seldom converged. Hyland, using extrapolations from Henslowes contemporary figures, estimates that the two main acting companies in 1595 attracted between eight thousand and ten thousand viewers per week. Gurr suggests that by 1620, with an increased population, the figure was nearer twenty-five thousand. The popular theatre was a fledgling enterprise. It may have depended for its licence on the nobilitys patronage, but its survival and success depended on the pleasure and pennies of the commoners. The point is that Shakespeare had to write first and foremost for this class, while finding ways and means of pleasuring and satisfying monarch and noble also. Where the interests of the two classes diverged, active choices had to be made as to how the contradiction was to be handled.
It is easy to argue that the Elizabethan/Jacobean commoner liked to ape his betters, or that he was so infected by the overt and hidden discourses by which his inferiority was invented, that he was satisfied to voyeurize plays that inscribed his inferiority and kept him in awe of the nobilitys splendour. This is the view embedded in the traditional wisdom that the groundlings understood only the jokes, the comic scenes. Both logic (who would stand up for three hours, often in foul weather, waiting for a few comic lines that might not arrive?) and Shakespeares texts suggest a completely different scenario.
What the texts suggest is the political stance of the broker, the middleman, making obeisance to the conventions of form that satisfied the patron class, but using those very conventions to subvert the ideologies of that class and inscribe the challenge and concerns of the pennied class. The middleman inserts into his texts large characters and surface voices that espouse the monarchical dogmas, and small characters and under voices that speak alternative, often radical, perspectives that can easily come to dominate the play by their very positioning at the marginal edges. In his strategic shiftings of voice, gesture, entrance and exit, reportage and self-presentation, two of Shakespeares most powerful tools of problematization, in addition to the all of whom inhabited the outer branches of the top echelons and, by extension, a space for the seditious potential of the new humanist and religious ideas.
And then again, members of the nobility experienced the aphrodisiac of travel, the capacity of that constructed siren, the New World, to seduce imagination, body and will with its wild promise of money, adventure, and outlawry; that is, the promise of doing ones own thing. But the connections between Shakespearean/Elizabethan/Jacobean disguise and Caribbean modes of resistance are not mere parallels: Jacobean society was the society that in part produced the West Indies. There almost everyone, as Orlando Patterson points out, was the object of property, that is, in some sense a slave, and one could lose a life for stealing an inkwell.
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The ideologies and modes of repression with which Shakespeares mass audience had to contend were transported to the West Indies in cruelly exaggerated form, and thus obviously shaped similar responses among the slave and folk population. 
Let it be called the wild and wandring flood
Ourself the merchant, and this sailing Pandar
Our doubtful hope, our convoy, and our bark.
!"
The brothel housing Cressida as sexualized merchandise is imaged in the conflation between East and West Indies, the sea route of Prince Troiluss imagined access. The sea, the wild and wandring flood replicates the tumult he says reigns in his heart, but it also connotes the uncontrollable female tide, the juices of Oshun by which Benítez-Rojo describes what appears to the outsiders eye as the arcane mysteries and the super-fecundity of the Caribbean. This is treacherous desire indeed, a promise of wealth and adventure that eats at the heart of Englands known conception of itself.
And because in the concept of history being used here we move backwards and But Ulysses self-pleasuring in subversion is already displayed in the subtext of the cloaking body politic speech. The utterance of conformity occupies the same space as the utterance of rebellion: first, the official hierarchy is rehearsed in negative terms that is, in terms of resulting calamity when it is flouted, rather than in terms of harmony when it is embraced. The form of the utterance empties out the privilege.
The effect is reinforced by analogies made with eating, which connote the Trojan representation of sex as food and focus a sense of the polity carrying within itself the seeds of its own subversion. A similar duality is seen in his mock-deferential salute to Agamemnon: Thou great commander, nerve and bone of Greece, emphasizing, like
It is significant that Ulysses is a representative of the Jacobean upper class. The underground nature of his linguistic subversions, cloaked in performance, symbolizes the unsanctioned subculture of dissent, the popular, heterogenizing currents in the society, that had infiltrated psyche and subconscious in all classes and had gone underground in the societys love of theatre. Theatre was the ground of pretended pretence. Theatre became the societys unconscious and its metonym. Here rebellion (opposition directed at a particular target) shades into errantry, which is arguably more dangerous, since it comes from an impulse of spirit that in a sense predates/preempts the narrowness of opposition.
On the Jacobean stage, Ulysses performance would also have pointed the ways in which the act of production was part of a complicating paradox, since the actors who The point is not to force particular interpretations but to make connections that are valid, and meaningful to students experience. It is to invite ourselves into the kind of experiment in which we transform the classroom into the open stage that is so much a part of our students cultural experience, and to which Shakespeare so naturally lends himself. Rather than sending our students off to the cinema to view other translations of Shakespeare into Hollywood popular terms (educational and necessary though this is), we might begin to consider more seriously the kind of collaboration between university and school in which the former assists with translations and directions for translation in indigenous and other modes, for teachers and students alike.
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